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The cases on appeal are three actions that were consolidated by Order of the court below. The
Defendantsin all cases are practicing attomeys. While Appellant’s brief is difficult to follow and
contains no citationsto therecord, it appearsthat she was dissati sfied with the outcome of two cases
which were pending in the Chancery Courts of Shelby County, Tennessee. Asaresult, she sued the
attorneys who worked on her behalf aswell as her adversaries' counsel.

Tenn. R. App. P. 3; Appeal as of Right; Judgment of the Circuit Court Affirmed

ALAN E. HIGHERS, J., delivered the opinion of the court, inwhich DAviD R. FARMER, J., and HoLLY
KIrRBY LILLARD, J., joined.

Brenda Lynn Woods, pro se

Mark S. Norris, Nichole E. Soule’, James L. Kirby, Robert Flynn, Leland McNabb, Memphis, for
Appellees

OPINION
Memorandum Opinion*
Appellantinitially employed appellee, Sam Zerilla, tobring suit against her mother, brother,

and the taxicab companiesthey operate. Appellant’staxicab companywasalso sued. In both suits,
summary judgment was granted to Appellant’s adversaries.

! Rule 10 (Rules of the Court of Appeals). Memorandum Opinion. — (b) The Court, withthe concurmrence of
all judges participatingin the case, may affirm, reverse or modify the actions of the trial court by memorandum opinion
when aformal opinion would have no precedential value. W hen acaseis decided by memorandum opinion it shall be
designated“MEM ORAN DUM OPINION,” shall not be published, and shall not be cited orrelied on for any reason in
a subsequent unrd ated case.




A few months after the filing of both Chancery Court suits, Appellant became unhappy with
her attorney, Mr. Zerilla. As a result, she discharged him and retained appellee, Mr. Wilkins.
Appellant al so became dissatisfied with Mr. Wilkins' servicesand dischargedhim. Then, Appellant
employed appellee, Mr. Cartwright. Appellant al so became unhappy with Mr. Cartwright’ sservices
and discharged him. Since then, Appellant has been acting pro se.

Appellant has sued, among others, al of the af orementioned attorneys who represented her
and Howard Hayden, the attorney who represented her adversaries in the Chancery Court
proceedings. Appellant has alleged that Appelleeswere guilty of conspiracy, embezzlement, fraud,
sabotage, misrepresentation, abandonment, extortion, and breach of fiduciary duty. However, it
appears to us that her complaints are essentially alleging malpractice by the attorneys who
represented her aswell as an alleged conspiracy between ha attorneys and Appellee Mr. Hayden,
who represented her adversaries. Summary judgment was granted to all of the defendants. Plaintiff
has appeal ed.

First, we note that Appdlant presented no evidence to contradict Appellees’ motions for
summary judgment. InByrdv. Hdl, 847 S.W.2d 208 (Tenn. 1993), our supreme court stated that
the non-moving party may not simply rely upon her pleadings, but must “set forth specific facts
showing that thereis agenuine issue of material fact for trial.” 1d. at 211. “Onceit isshown by the
moving party that there is no genuine issue of materid fact, the non-moving party must then
demonstrate, by affidavits or discovery materials, that there is a genuine material fact dispute to
warrant atrial.” 1d. Inthe caseat bar, the Defendantsfiled affidavitsto establish that therewere no
genuineissues of material fact. Appellant, however, failed to show any proof or set of factsthat was
material to the outcome of the case. Appellant even admitted in open court that she had no factual
basisto support her allegation that her former atorneys and counsel for the Defendants engaged in
any sort of conspiracy or other such inappropriate conduct. Accordingly, we find no error with the
trial court’s entry of summary judgment.

Finally, we note that Appellant also refused to comply with discovery requests filed by the
Appellees. Even after aMotion to Compel wasentered by Chancellor Morris, Appellant still refused
toanswer theinterrogatoriesandfail ed to respond to therequest for production of documents, stating
that they were “frivolous, cumbersome, repetitive, and invasion of privacy, irrelevant and
unnecessary.” In the Order Granting Summary Judgments and dismissing the case, Chancellor
Morris cited Appellant’s failure to respond to discovery requests as one of the bases for his
judgment. Thisiscertainly proper under Rule 37 of the Tennessee Rules of Civil Procedure, and we
find no error with the tria court’ s ruling.



Uponreview of therecord inthiscase, wefail to find areversible error of law. Accordingly,
we affirm the court below in accordance with Court of Appeals Rule 10(b). Costs are taxed to the
Appellant, Brenda Lynn Woods, for which execution may issue if necessary.

ALAN E. HIGHERS, JUDGE



